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__ Teachability of Conversational Implicature
-] to Japanese EFL Learners®

KuBoTta Mikio

ABSTRACT
Teaching pragmatic competence is considered to be one of the neglect-
ed aspects in English Languxge Teaching in Japan. This research is
intended to investigate whether it may be effective to teach ‘conversd-

tional implicature’ to Japanese EFL learners.

A total of 126 university students participated in this research. Two
types of tests were given to them : a multiple-choice test and a sentence-
combining test. The subjects were divided into three groups:
Experimental Groups— [Group A] Explanations of rules given by

the teacher
[Group B] Consciousness-raising tasks in group
discussion
Control Group-— [Group Z] No treatment

The results of the Pre-test, Post-test 1 (immediate post-test), and
Post-test 2 (post-test given one month after treatment) indicate that:
(1) all the experimental groups generated significantly better responses
- than the control group, at least temporarily,

, (2) the subjects performing consciousness-raising tasks (Group B) per-
- formed significantly better in Post-test 1 than in the Pre-test,
(3) no subjects extracted the expected pragmatic generalizations from
the treatment that they were applying to the new items,
{4) the subjects in Group B gained significantly higher scores in the
guessing items of Post-test 1 than the Pre-test.

The pedagogical implications that teachers should keep in mind are:

= 3
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The IRLT Bulletin
teaching conversational implicature through explicit explanations of
rules and consciousness-raising tasks to EFL learners in Japan is
highly facilitative,

(2) it may be advantageous for learners to process language on their

own through consciousness-raising tasks,

(3) the amount of time and exposure to the pragmatic system may be a

crucial factor to induction,

(4) the effect of Pre-test experiences may influence the results.

1. INTRODUCTION

The notion of ‘conversational implicature’ (Grice 1975) is significant in
recognizing and conveying a message in a conversation. The listener tries
to search for another possible meaning of the message that the speaker
intends to convey, when the literal meaning is not what the speaker
intends.

Grice (1975) proposed a cooperative principle which has a set of the
following four conversational maxims:
1. The maxim of quantity

- Make your contribution as informative as is required.

—Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.
2 . The maxim of quality

—Do not say what you believe to be false.

—Do not say that for which yvou lack adequate evidence.
3. The maxim of relevance

~ Be relevant.
4 . The maxim of manner

-- Be brief and orderly.

—Avoid obscurity of expression and ambiguity .
Conversational implicature may follow and/or break these conversa-
tional maxims. For instance,

A: Where's the fish?

Q
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B: The cat looks happy. {(cf. Kinoshita 1992:149)
This dialogue, where B implicates that the cat probably ate it, is
examined in terms of four conversational maxims:
1. The maxim of quantity
This sentence is not informative at all for the current purpose of the
exchange, since B does not directly tell the location of the fish.
2 . The maxim of quality
This maxim is acceptable in this dialogue, since it seems that B utters the
true information of the scene that B watched.
3 . The maxim of relevance
It appears that the location of the ‘fish’ in A’s utterance and the feeling
of the ‘cat’ in B’s utterance are not related. B’s utterance never becomes
the direct answer to A’s question. Therefore, the dialogue breaks the
maxim of relevance.
4 . The maxim of manner
The dialogue follows the maxim of manner, because it avoids unneces-
sary prolixity and ambiguity. Hence, the dialogue breaks the maxims of
quantity and relevance.

There viere few studies regarding the teachability of pragmatic
kiowledze!'. Cohen and Olshtain (1988, as cited in Billmyer 1990:31)
<howed that there existed positive effects for instruction in the rules of
apologizing on written tests in clags.

Wilder-Bassett (1984) studied acquisition of gambits (routines for
conversational management and modification of illocutionary force) ina
classroom setting. She found that learners’ use of gambits improved
significantly, qualitatively and quaniitatively, regardless of teaching
approach. However, learners taught according to a vaguely communica-
tive approach were even more successful than their colleagues who had
been exposed to a version of suggestopedia (Wilder-Bassett 1984, as cited
in Kasper 1994:31) .

Billmyer {1990) investigated the production of compliments and replies
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to compliments by two different groups of 18 Japanese female ESL
learners in America (intermediate and advanced levels of proficiency)
during social interactions with native speakers of English outside of the
classroom. One grour received formal instruction—six hours of sup-
plemental instruction biased toward the explicit presentation of the rules
of complimenting in American English. The other group was not given
this additional instruction, although the untutored subjects, as well as the
tutored subjects, were enrolled in regular ESL courses. All subjects in
both groups were asked to perform certain compliment-inducing tasks,
such as showing photos of their home and family members, reporting on
an accomplishment, and showing a recently purchased item of apparel.
Billmyer (1990:44) concluded that on the measures of frequency of com-
pliments, level of spontaneity, adjectival repertoire, reply types and its
length, the tutored group exhibited behavior more closely approximating
native speaker norms in complimenting than the untutored group. These
findings lend support to the hypothesis that formal instruction concerning
the social rules of language use given in the classroom can assist learners
in communicating more appropriately with native speakers of the target
language in meaningful social interaction outside of the classroom
(Billmyer 1990:44) .

Bouton (1988) made a cross-cultural study of the ability of nonnative
English-speaking (NNS) university students to interpret implicatures in
English, finding that NNS arrived at the same interpretation of the
implicatures as the American NS only about 79% of the time.

Bouton (1994) longitudinally examined two groups of infernational
students at an American university with regard to their ability to inter-
pret implicature, when it was not taught deliberately. The first group of
30 subjects took part in the multiple-choice test (referred to as the
implicature test) for the 4Y%-year study (i.e., the original study— in 1986
and the second one- in 1991) . No significant difference was found in the
scores on 20 items of the implicature test in 1991 between the American

N
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native speakers (NS) and NNS subjects (p>.3056). By contrast, a
comparison of the scores of the NS and NNS in 1986 produced a signifi-
cant difference (p<.0001). Hence, it was clear that the scope of the
difference between the NS and the NNS diminished over the NNS
subjects’ 4% years of residence. It was also found that the number of
items that were interpreted differently was greatly reduced and none of
the types of implicature that were troublesome for the NNS in 1986 were
consistently causing trouble in 1991.

The second group of 34 NNS subjects were given a modified version of
the implicature test in the 17-month study (in 1990 and in 1992) . The
result shows that the subjects responded significantly better in 1992 than
in 1990 (p< .0001) . However, the scores of the NNS and the NS were
significantly different (p< 019) . Accordingly, it was concluded that the
NNS subjects improved their proficiencies in the interpretation of im-

plicature, although they were not yet native-like. Most significant, they

mastered none of the types of implicature that bothered them initially 17
months before. Comparing the resuits of these two groups, Bouton
(1994) concluded that the process of learning conversational implicature
is slow when implicature is not deliberately taught.

ESL textbook materials include relatively few examples of conversa-
tional implicature and few of those are dealt with directly (Bouton 1990) .
Furthermore, EFL textbooks approved by the Ministry of Education in
Japan do not deal with conversational implicature as a whole, either.

In particular, no research has been conducted in the teachability of
conversational implicature in ESL/EFL situations to the best of the
present researcher’s knowledge. This research will, thus, be a pioneer
experiment conducted in Japan.

2. THE STUDY
2.1. Research Questions

The main purpose of this research is to examine whether conversa-
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tional implicature will be teachable to Japanese university students of
EFL. The following two Research Questions are posed:
Research Question (1) —What types of treatment will faciiitate
learners’ pragmatic competence?
Research Question (2) —How effective will treatment be on a long-
term basis?

2.2. Hypotheses

Hypotheses 1-3 are concerned with Research Question (1), whereas
Hypotheses 4-7 are related to Research Question (2).
H1: There would be no statistically significant difference in the accuracy

of responses between the experimental groups and the control group.

The test scores would result in no statistically significant difference

between the experimental groups and the control group. If this null

hypothesis proves incorrect, the alternative hypothesis is stated as
follows:

H2: The experimental groups would outperform the control group in
Post-test 1 (immediate post-test) and Post-test 2 (delayed post-
test).

It is hypothesized that providing feedback would be influential in inducing

a positive learning effect. Previous researches (Carroll et al. 1992,

Carroll and Swain 1993, Kubota 1994)? reveal that the experimental

groups which received corrective feedback outperformed the comparison

groups which received no feedback. Thus, these studies led to the forma-

tion of Hypothesis 2.

H3: There would be no statistically significant difference in the accuracy
of responses between the experimental groups.

There are two types of experimental groups in this study: one type is the

group that receives explanations of rules regarding conversational im-

plicature cxplicitly, and the other type is the group that performs

consciousness-raising tasks. This is a null hypothesis, since there is no
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previous research or theory that explains the difference.

H4: There would be no statistically significant difference in the accuracy
of responses among the Pre-test, Post-test 1, and Post-test 2, in the
experimental groups.

This is also a null hypothesis, since no theory or previous research®

clearly explains the difference. The following alternative hypotheses 5-7

about the relationship between instruction and L2 learning will be tested

in case the nuli hypothesis is rejected.

H5: The experimental groups would respond significantly better in Post-
test 1 than in the Pre-test.

H6: The experimental groups would respond significantly better in Post-
test 2 than in the Pre-test.

It is assumed that a positive effect of instruction on learning would

appear in the experimental groups. Hence, the subjects receiving expla-

nations of the rules and the subjects performing consciousness-raising
tasks would respectively get higher scores in the Post-tests 1 and 2 than
in the Pre-test.

H7: The experimental groups would respond significantly better in Post-
test 1 thav: in Post-test 2.

There was no class conducted between the treatment and Post-test 2,

owing to the winter vacation, and all the subjects were asked not to study

conversational implicatures outside class. Accordingly, it seems that
they had no opportunities to hear and use the target points. It is hypothe-
sized that the effect of instruction would begin to disappear.

2.3. Data collection and analysis
2.3.1. Subjects

A total of 126 Japanese university students partic.pated in this
research. They had studied EFL for six or seven ycars in only instruc-
tional settings. They reported that they had had no experiences in
studying conversational implicatures, while they were in junior and

3
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senior high schools.

Intact classes were used in this research, because it was impossible to
assign students randomly to the experimental and control groups. 35
students had to be excluded from the analysis, since they missed one or

more of the following: the Pre-test, the treatment, Post-test 1, or Post-
test 2.

2.3.2. Test Items

There were two tests given to all the subjects: Test (A) and Test (B).
Test (A) was a multiple-choice test, while Test (B) was a sentence-
composing test. Test items in all three sessions (Pre-test session, Post-
test 1 session, and Post-test 2 session) were all the same (.ce Appendix) .

[Test (A)]

The subjects were asked to choose the most appropriate answer in the
multiple-choice test. The following four types of conversational im-
plicatures were tested in Test (A) which had six test items (cf. Grice
1975, Bouton 1994; see Appendix):

(1) Sequence . 1& No. 4in Test (A)

{(2) POPE Q implicature* No. 2 & No. 6 in Test (A)

(3) The maxim of relevance -~-No. 3 in Test (A)

(4} Understated criticism . 5in Test (A)

[Test (B)]

The subjects were required {o write the conversational implicature of
the speaker in English. The following five types of conversational im-
plicatures were tested in Test (B) that had ten test items (cf. Grice 1975,
Bouton 1994; see Appendix):

(I) Not breaking any maxim . 1 & No. 5 in Test (B)
2) Breaking the maxim of quantity No. 2 & No. 7 in Test (B)
3) Breaking the maxim of quality ---- No. 3 & No. 9in Test (B)
4) Breaking the maxim of relevance -No. 4 & No. 10 in Test (B)

(
(
(

1y
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{(5) Breaking the maxim of manner No. 6 & No. 8 in Test (B)

2.3.3. Procedures

[Step 1: Pre-test]

All the subjects in six classes were given a 30-minute Pre-test (see
Appendix) .

[Step 2: Treatment]

Six classes were randomly assigned to the following groups: two
experimental Groups A, two experimental Groups B, and two control
Groups Z:

Experimental groups: Group A—Explanations of rules [42 subjects]
Group B—Consciousness-raising tasks
[42 subjects]
Control group: Group Z--No treatment [42 subjects]

The subjects in the experimental groups received treatment in half of
all the test items, so that they had to guess the correct responses in the
other half; Test (A)—the ‘feedback’ items were Nos.1, 2, 3, while the
‘guessing items’ were Nos.4, 5, 6; Test (B)—the ‘feedback’ items were
Nos. 1, 2, 3. 6, 10, while the ‘guessing items’ were Nos.4, 5, 7, 8, 9.
Group A: The subjects in Group A were given an explicit explanation of
the rules concerning conversational implicature, and the answers by the
teacher.

Group B: The subjects in Group B did consciousness-raising tasks in small
groups. Ellis (1994:643) refers to consciousness-raising tasks as tasks in
which “the learners are not expected to produce the target structure, only
to understand it by formulating some kind of cognitive representation of
how it works, and as tasks directed only at explicit knowledge.” In this
research, the subjects in Group B were requested to have a four-member®
group discussion in English to find and reconfirm the rules of conversa-

tional implicatures .ind the answers by themselves, by raising their

11
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consciousness of the target points. After the group discussion, the sub-
jects in Group B were told the correct answers by the teacher. This
consciousness-raising task combines the development of explicit knowl-
edge about problematic L2 features with the provision for meaning-
focused use of the target language.® Accordingly, the difference of
treatments between Group A and Group B was that in Group A the
subjects received explanations provided by the teache:, whereas in Group
B they shared information with each other.

Group Z: The subjects in Group Z, the control group. received no
treatment.

Each group consisted of 42 subjects. Only one Japanese teacher of EFL
was selected for the purpose of controlling variables (treatment time,

treatment contents), and treatment was provided to each group collec-

tively in Japanese, 20 minutes after the Pre-test during the same class
period. The reason why there was a 20-minute intermission was that this
research was designed to minimize test fatigue of the subjects. Each
experimental group took 20 minutes to receive treatment.

[Step 3: Post-test 1 (immediately after treatment)]
Post-test 1 was given 20 minutes after treatment. It took 30 minutes
during the same class period as the Pre-test.

[Step 4: Post-test 2 (one month after treatment)]
The 30-minute Port-test 2 was given to the subjects one month after
Post-test 1.

2.3.4. Data Analysis
A level of significance (e .05) was selected. The 2 test and the two-

way repeated-measures ANOVA were employed to analyze the data.
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3. RESULTS
3.1. Test (A)
3.1.1. Feedback Items—Test (A)

The full mark of the feedback items in Test (A) was 3 points. Table
1 shows the means and standard deviations of the experimental groups
and the control group. The means of correct responses for feedback
items in Test (A) are displayed in Figure 1.

Table 2 shows the results of the two-way repeated-measures ANOVA
for the feedback items in Test (A). The results indicate that group
differences and session differences were statistically significant (p<.05),
as shown in Table 2. Furthermore, the group by session interaction was
statistically significant. Hence, the main effect for the group, the main
eifect for the session, and the effect for the group by session interaction
were observed, so that groups and sessions influenced the results
dependently.

Table 1 : Means and standard deviations by group and session
for the feedback items in Test (A)

Group n Mean 83?232?1

| Pre-test]}

A 42 1.81 0.82

B 42 1.57 0.73

Z 42 1.50 0.70
[Post-test 1]

A 42 2.83 0.53

B 42 2.88 0.39

Z 42 1.40 0.79
[Post-test 2]

A 42 2.43 .76

B 42 1.86 0.77

Z ] 42 1.31 0.88

13
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Figure 1 : Means of correct respamases for the feedback items in Test (A)
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Table 2 : Results of two-way repeated-measures ANOVA
for the feedback items in Test (A)
Source 5SS df MS F p
Between subjects 167 .57 125
Groups 61.30 2 30.65 35.64 <.05
Subjects witkin groups 106.27 123 0.86
Within subjects 148.67 252
Session 36.60 2 18.30 52.29 <.05
Groups by session 26.32 4 6.58 18.80 <.05
Residual 85.75 246 0.35

F1.123(.05) =3.09
Fl.246 (057 =3.04
FI.ZM (.05)=2.41
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Table 3 : Results of two-way repeated-measures ANOVA of the interaction
effects for the feedback items in Test (A)

Source SS df MS

Between subjects
Groups in Pre-test 2.20 1.10
Groups in Post-test 1 59.11 29.56
Groups in Post-test 2 26.31 13.16

Within cell 1636.78 4.44

Within subjects
Tests in Group A 22.33 11.17  31.91
Tests in Group B 39.83 19.92  56.91
Tests in Group Z 0.76 y 0.38 1.09
Tests ab wa 85.75 0.35

Fz.sss ( .05) =3.04
Fz.zu, ( 05) =3.04

The interaction effects were tested in order to determine which factors
differed from each other. Table 3 shows the results of the two-way
repeated-measures ANOVA of the interaction effects for the feedback
items in Test (A). It was confirmed that there was no statistically
significant difference among groups in the Pre-test; otherwise further
analyses would nut have been made. Therefore, any comparative effects
due to treatment were not related to prior knowledge or language ability
of any one group. As shown in Table 3, groups in Post-test 1, the tests
in Group A, and the tests in Group B were statistically significant
(p<.05). Furthermore, muitiple comparisons were made in order to
decide which factors were different from cach other, using Tukey’s
method. The results of between-group comparisons are shown in Table
4, while Table 5 displays the results of bef\\'een-session comgarisons. As
displayed in Table 4, Groups A and B were statistically different from
Group Z, respectively, in Post-test 1. Accordingly, it is concluded that
treatments given to Groups A and B were more effective than no treat-

- .
{
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Table 4 : Between-group coniparisons of means
for the feedback items of Post-test 1
in Test (A)

Group
Z
A
B

*p<.05

Table 5 : Between-session comparisons of means for the feedback items
in Test (A)

Mean Session Pre-test Post-test 1
[Group A]

1.81 Pre-test

2.83 Post-test 1

2.43 Post-test 2
[Group Bl

1.57 Pre-test

2.88 Post-test 1

1.86 Post-test 2

*p< .05

ment (Group Z), at least for a short-term. The null hypothesis (111) was
rejected, thereby H2 was partially supported.

There was no statistically significant difference found between Groups
A and B, in Post-tests 1 and 2, so the data upported the null hypothesis
(H3). As illustrated in Table 5, no tests differed from each other in
Group A, but Post-test 1 was statistically different from the Pre-test in
Group B. Accordingly, in Test (A) Hd4 was supported, so that 115 H7 did
not require testing. On the contrary, in Test (B), 14 was rejected,

thereby 15 was supported, although H6 H7 were not supported by Test

16
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3.1.2. Guessing Items—Test (A)

The full mark in the guessing items of Test (A) was 3 points. The
following Table 6 indicates the means and standard deviations by group
and session for the guessing items in Test (A). The means of correct
responses for the guessing items in Test (A) are illustrated in Figure 2.

“Table 7 shows the results of the two-way repeated-measures ANOVA
for the guessing items in Test (A). As shown in Table 7, group differ-
ences and session differences were not significant. Moreover, the group
by session interaction was not significant, either.

Multiple comparisons (Tukey’s method) were not made to determine
which groups significantly differed from each other, since group differ-
ences were not of consequence. Therefore, the null hypotheses (H1 and

H3) were supported.

Table 6§ : Means and standard deviations by group and session
for the guessinyg items in Test (A)

v BUED
[Pre-test]
A 12 2.38 0.84
B 42 2.48 0.73
Z 12 2.30 0.64
[Paost-test 1]
A 42 2.62 £.69
B 42 2.48 0.63
Z 42 2.33 0.68
{ Post-test 2]
A 12 250 0.73
B A2 2,45 0.79
2,48 0.73

Z 12

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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Figure 2 : Means of correct responses for the guessing items in Test (A)

| J

Post-test | Post-test 2

Table 7 : Results of two-way repeated-measures ANOVA
for the guessing items in Test (A)

Source SS df MS

Between subjects 124.11
Groups 1.10
Subjects within groups 123.01

Within subjects 75.33
Session 0.64 .3 1.07
Groups by session 1.25 . 1.03
Residual 73.44 .30

Foraa (LO5) =309
Fo2 (L05) = 3.04
Fi240(.05) =2 41

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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The analysis of between-session comparisons of means for the guessing

items in Test (A) was not made, since session differences were not
statistically significant. Thus, the nuil hypothesis (H4) was upheld, so
that H5-H7 did not require testing.

3.2. Test (B)
3.2.1. Feedback Items—Test (B)

The full mark of the feedback items in Test (B) was 5 points. Table
8 shows the means and standard deviations by group and session for the
feedback items in Test (B). The means of correct responses for the
feedback items in Test (B) are illustrated in Figure 3.

Table 9 demonstrates the results of two-way repeated-measures
ANOVA for the feedback items in Test (B). The resuits illustrate that
group differences and session differences were statistically significant
(p<.05). Furthermore, the group by session interaction was statistically

Table-8 : Means and standard deviations by group and session
for the feedback items in Test (B}

. Standard
Group Mean Deviation

[Pre-test]
A 1.05
B 0.90
Z y 0.77
[Post-test 1]
A 0.85
0.50
Z 0.86
[Post-test 2]
A y 1.11
B 1.18
Z y 1.07
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Figure 3 : Means of correct responses for the feedback items in Test (B)
5 -

1
Pre-test

)
Post-test |

Post-test 2
Table 9 : Results of two-way repeated-measures ANOVA

for the feedback items in Test (B)
Source

Between subjects

MS
Groups

270,26
Subjects within groups . ; 1.2
Within subjects 3 25:
Session 52 134.49
Groups by session . 36.50
Residual . 0.74

< .05

<.,05

4932

F,ial L03)--3.09
Foo(.05) 23,04

Fo e (L05) 2.41

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC
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Table 10 : Results of two-way repeated-measures ANOVA of the interaction
effects for the feedback items in Test (B)

Source SS df MS

Between subjects
Groups in Pre-test 2.49 1.25
Groups in Post-test 1 190.91 2 95.46
Groups in Post-test 2 93.19 46.60

Within cell 3630.38 9.84

Within subjects
Tests in Group A 179.73 89.87 121.45
Tests in Group B 162.39 2 81.20 109.73
Tests in Group Z 2.91 1.46 -1.97
Testsxsub w.g 182.29 0.74

Faae0 ( .05) =3.04
Fz.us ( . 05) =3.04

significant. Therefore. the main effect for the group, the main effect for

the session, and the interaction effect for the group by session were
observed, so that groups and sessions influenced the results dependently.

The interaction effects were tested in order to determine which factors
were statistically different from each other. Table 10 displays the results
of the two-way repeated-measures ANOVA of the interaction effects for
the feedback items in Test (B). It was confirmed that there was no
statistically significant difference among groups in the Pre-test; otherwise
further analyses would not have been made. Therefore, any comparative
effects due to treatmenf were not related to prior knowledge or language
ability of any one group. As shown in Table 10, groups in Post-test 1,
groups in Post-test 2, tests in Group A, and tests in Group B were
statistically significant (p<.05). Furthermore, multiple comparisons
were made in order to decide which factors were different from each
other, u.sing Tukey's method. The results of between-group comparisons
are shown in Tables 11 znd 12, while Table 13 displays the results of
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3.88

Table 11 : Between-group comparisons of rueans
for the feedback items of Post-test 1
in Test (B)
Mean Group A A
2.02 A
4.55 A *
4.71 B *
*p<.05
Table 12 : Between-group comparisons of means
for the feedback items of Post-test 2
in Test (B)
Mean Group Z A
2.00 A
3.76 A *
3.88 B *
*p<.05
Table 13 : Between-session comparisons of means
for the feedback items in Test (B)
Mcan Session Pre-test Post-test 1
{Group A)
1.71 Pre-test
4.55 Post-test 1 *
3.76 Post-test 2 *
[Group B]
2.00 Pre-test
4.71 Post-test 1 *

Post-test 2
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between-session comparisons. As displayed in Table 11, Groups A and B
were statistically different from Group Z, respectively, in Post-test 1. As
shown in Table 12, Groups A and B significantly differed from Group Z,
respectively, in Post-test 2. Consequently, it is concluded that treatments
given to Groups A and B were more effective than no treatment (Group
Z), for a long-term (one month). Therefore, the null hypothesis (H1)
was rejected, thereby H2 was supported.

There was no statistically significant difference found between Groups
A and B, in Post-tests 1 and 2, so that the data supported the null’
hypothesis (H3). As illustrated in Table 13, Post-test 1 significantly
differed from the Pre-test and Post-test 2, both in Groups A and B.
Accordingly, both in Tests (A) and (B), H4 was rejected, so that H5
and I17 were supported.

Table 14 : Means and standard deviations by group and session
for the guessing items in Test (B)

. Standard
Group Mean Deviation

(Pre-test]
A . 1.24
B . 1.17
Z : . 1.01
[Post-test 1]
A 1.9¢ 0.91
B . 0.91
VA 1.6¢ 1.05
[Post-test 2]
A . 1.24
B 42 0.89
Z 1.11
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3.2.2. Guessing Items—Test (B)

The full mark of the guessing items in Test (B) was 5 points. Table 14
shows the means and standard deviations by each group and session for
the guessing items in Test (B). The means of correct responses for the
guessing items in Test (B) are illustrated in Figure 4.

Table 15 indicates the results of the two-way repeated-measures
ANOVA of the guessing items in Test (B). It demonstrates that session
differences were statistically significant, thereby the main effect for the
session was obtained. This implies that only the sessions influenced the
results independently .

Multiple comparisons (Tukey’s method) were not made to determine
which groups significantly differed from each other, since group differ-
ences were not of consequence. Therefore, the null hypotheses (111 and
H3) were supported.

The analysis of between-session comparisons of means for the guessing

Figure 4 : Means of correct responses for the guessing items in Test (B)
5 -
45
4

15

3

0 ! J
Pre-test Post-test 1 Post-test 2




Table 15 : Results of two-way repeated-measures ANOVA
for the guessing items in Test (B)

Source SS df MS

Between subjects
Groups

Subjects within groups
Within subjects
Session 9.74

Groups by session 0.58

Residual

Fz.lza(.05) =3.09
Fz.’z4s(.05) =3.04
F4.z45(.05) =2.41

Table 16 : Between-session comparisons of means
for the guessing iterns in Test (B)

Mean

Session

Pre-test

Post-test 1

[Group A]
1.59
1.93
1.74

[Group B]
1.66
2.14
2.12

[Group Z]
1.31
1.62
1.60

Pre-test
Post test 1
Post-test 2

Pre-test
Post-test 1
Post-test 2

Pre-test
Post-test 1
Post-test 2
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items in Test (B} was made in order to determine which sessions were
significantly different from each other. Table 16 shows the between-
session comparisons of means for the guessing items in Test (B). As
illustrated in Table 16, Post-test 1 significantly differed from the Pre-test
in Group B. Hence, only H5 was upheld out of three hypotheses (H5-H7) .

4. DISCUSSION
The following hypotheses were tested in this study:

H1: There would be no statistically significant difference in the accuracy
of responses between the experimental groups and the control group.

H2: The experimental groups would outperform the control group in
Post-test 1 and Post-test 2.

H3: There would be no statistically significant difference in the accuracy
of responses between the experimental groups.

H4: There would be no statistically significant difference in the accuracy
of responses among the Pre-test, Post-test 1, and Post-test 2, in the
experimental groups.

H5: The experimental groups would respond significantly better in Post-
test 1 than in the Pre-test.

H6: The experimental groups would respond significantly better in Post-
test 2 than in the Pre-test.

H7: The experimental groups would respond significantly better in Post-
test 1 than in Post-test 2.

4.1. Feedback Items
H1-H3: In Test (A), which required the subjects to choose the appropri-
ate response in each situation, the experimental groups (Groups A and
B) outperformed the control group only in Post-test 1. This demonstrates
that the subjects in Groups A and B got statistically higher scores in
Post-test 1 than in the Pre-test, so that the treatments in Groups A and
B had an immediate impact on learners’ pragmatic knowledge. That is,
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the learning effect continued in the short term.

In Test (B), which asked the subjects to write conversational im-
plicatures, H2 was upheld in that Groups A and B did better than Group
Z in both Post-tests 1 and 2. This result shows that the learning effect was
maintained by the provision of explanaticns (Group A) and by
consciousness-raising tasks (Group B). Therefore, in light of the results
of Tests (A) and (B), it is concluded that explanations of rules concern-
ing conversational implicatures and consciousness-raising tasks were
both beneficial, at least in the short term; however, it was found in both
Tests (A) and (B) that there was no statistically significant difference in
the accuracy of responses between Groups A and B, in Post-tests 1 and
2.

These interesting results demonstrate that all the experimental groups
generated significantly better responses, at least temporarily. However,
it is not within the scope of this research to examine what kind of
instruction may be necessary to hold long-term learning durability. The
evidence suggests that teachers should be aware that EFL instruction
may include explicit explanations ot rules and consciousness-raising tasks.
H4-HT: In Test (A), the subjects of Group B performed better in Post-
test 1 than in the Pre-test. On the contrary, it was found that no tests
significantly differed from each other in Group A. even though ANOVA
revealed a statistically significant difference among the tests in Group A.

In Test (B), scores in Post-test 1 were found statistically higher than
those in the Pre-test and Post-test 2, in both Groups A and B.

In summary, it was found that the subjects performing consciousness-
raising tasks did significantly better in Post-test 1 than in the Pre-test,
regardless of tests. This phenomenon may imply that it would be advan-
tageous for learners to process language on their own through

consciousness-raising tasks.
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4.2, Guessing Items
H1-H3: In Tests (A) and (B), the null hypothesis (H1) was upheld, so
that there was no statistically significant difference in the accuracy of
responses between the experimental groups (A and B) and the control
group (Z). This result clearly indicates that the guessing items failed to
obtain significant results. The data prove that the subjects did not
extract the expected pragmatic generalizations from the treatment that
they were applying to the new items. It may be possible that “the limited
amount of time and exposure to the linguistic system” (Nayak et al.
1990) influenced the results.

Furthermore, no statistically significant difference was found between
Groups A and B, in Tests (A) and (B).
H4~HT7: In Test (A), there was no statistically significant difference in
accuracy among the responses in the Pre-test, Post-test 1, and Post-test
2, in the experimental groups (A and 3) . In Test (B), however, the null
hypothesis (H4) was not supported, thereby H5 was upheld in that Group
B got significantly higher scores in Post-test 1 than in the Pre-test. The
reason for this phenomenon may be that there existed the effect of
Pre-test experiences, that is, Post-test 1 was the second time in which the
same test was given to the subjects.

"

5. CONCLUSION

The following major findings and pedagogical implications emerge
from this classroom research:
{1} All the experimental groups (A and B) generated significantly better
responses in the feedback items than the control group (Z), at lecast
temporarily. This evidence suggests that teachers keep in mind that EFL
instruction in teaching pragmatic knowledge may include explicit expla-
nations of rules and consciousness-raising tasks.
{2) The subjects performing consciousness-raising tasks (Group B) did

significantly improve in Post-test 1 over the results found in the Pre-test,
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in the feedback items. It seems that it was advantageous for the learners
to process language on their own in consciousness-raising tasks.

(3) No subjects extracted the expected pragmatic generalizations from
the treatment that they were applying to the new items. Teachers should
notice that the amount of time and exposure to the pragmatic system may
be a crucial factor to induction.

(4) The subjects in Group B got significantly higher scores in the guess-
ing items of Post-test 1 than in the Pre-test. There may exist the effect
of P're-test experiences, that is, Post-test 1 was the second time in which
the same lest was given to the subjects.

In summary, the resuits of this research confirmed the assumption that
it is effective to teach conversational implicature to EFL learners in
Japan.

The limitations of this research are that (1) the number of tests was
only 2-- all written tests, and (2) the number of subjects in each group
was only 42. Thus, this research should be viewed as a pilot study that
was first conducted in Japan.

It is interesting to note that No.6 in Test (B) proved the most difficult
item of zll; only 7 (2.8%) of 246 subjects got the correct response. This
test item includes the conversational implicature breaking the maxim of
manner. The difficulty of this item may be due to the idea that the
subjects found it difficult to understand the relatively long sentence even
at a literal level. At any rate, the types of conversational imphicatures
which may be difficult were not investigated, since each type contained
only one or two examples in each test. This topic needs further
investigation.

Further rescarch may include the following experimental groups: (a)
groups without Pre-tests should be added to examine the effect of Pre-test
experiences, and (b) groups that were given both explanations of rules
and opportunities of doing consciousness-raising tasks should be includ-

ed. The rescarch questions, such as (1) what type of instruction should
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be provided for learners to keep long-term retention of pragmatic knowl-
edge, and (2) in what types of linguistic itums iearners may induce
generalizations from the treatment, may be investigated.

NOTES

* I would like to thank Sara M. Luna (Lakeland College, WI, USA) and The IRLT
Bulletin reviewers for their valuable comments that contributed to the improve-
ments of this research.

. Holmes (1995) divided pragmatic competence into ‘pragmalinguistic competence’
and ‘sociopragmatic competence,’ based on Thomas (1983) . The former refers to
the knowledge underlying a person’s ability to correctly interpret the intended
iltocutionary force of an utterance, or to encode illocutionary force appropriate-
ly. The latter means the knowledge underlying a person’s ability to express and
interpret meaning appropriately in a range of different social situations. This
research tries to investigate the teachability of pragmalinguistic competence.

. In Kubota’s (1994) study, only one group given modeling and implicit feedback
out of four experimental groups performed better than the control group.

- The results of Carroll et al. (1992) showed that the advanced groups in the
experimental groups gained learning between the feedback session and the second
recall session (one week later) . Kubota (1994) found that all the four experimen-
tal groups did better in the Post-test 1 (immediate post-test) than in the Pre-test.
Furthermore, Kubota (1995) reported that the group receiving instruction (the
Garden Path technique) performed better in Post-test 1 (immediate post-test)
than in the Pre-test and Post-test 2 (one week after treatment), on two tests
given. However, these three studies do not guarantee an advantage of instruction
over a long period of time.

. “Is the Pope Catholic?” is the sentence from which this irnplicature gets its name.
A question to which the answer is Yes may be the basis of a POPE Q implicature,
asin No.2 of Test (A). However, the answer No can be a response less frequent-
ly. as in No.6 of Test (A).

. One discussion group includes 5 subjects, in each one of Groups A and Groups B.

5. The present researcher’s observation by circulating in class revealed that approxi-
mately three-fourths of group discussions were conducted in the target language.
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APPENDIX: TEST (cf. Grice 1975, Bouton 1994)

Test (A): Choose the appropriate response in each situation.

I Two friends, Maria and Tony, are talking about what happened the night
bzfore. They had dinner with Sandy, a friend of theirs, in a little town just
outside Philadelphia. Then, after dinner, Sandy left. Now this morning, Maria
and Tony are trying to figure out what Sandy did after he left them.

Maria: Hey, I hear Sandy went to Philadelphia and stole a car after he left
us last night.
Tony : Not exactly. He stole a car and wer¢ to Philadelphia.
Maria: Are you sure? That's not the way [ heard it.
What actually happened is that Sandy stole the car in Fhiladelphia itself. In that
case. which of the two friends has the right story - Maria or Tony?
(a) MNaria,
(b) Tony.
(¢) Both are right. Since they are both saying essentially the same thing, they
really have nothing to argue about.
(d) Neither of them has the story right.

2. Two roommates are talking about their plans for the summer.

Fran: My mother wants me to stay home for a while, so I can be there
when our relatives come to visit us at the beach.

Joan: Do you have a lot of relatives?
Fran: Is the sky blue?
How can we best interpret Fran's question?
(@) Frar. thinks her relatives are all blue,
() Fran is new to the area and is trying to find out what the summers are like,
(¢) Fran has a lot of relatives,

() Fran is trying to change the subject; she doesn’t want to talk about her relatives.,
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3. Frank wanted to know what time it was, but he didn’t have a watch.
Frank: What time is it, Helen?
Helen: The postman has been here.
Frank: Okay. Thanks.
(a) She is telling him approximately what time it is by telling him that the postman
has already been here. )
(t) By changing the subject, Helen is telling Frank that she doesn’t know what
time it is.
(¢) She thinks that Frank should stop what he is doing and read his mail.
(d) Frank will not be able to interpret any message from what Helen says, since she
did not answer the question.
4 . Mr. Ruse was murdered at his house. A police officer conducted the following
interview:

Police officer: Mrs. Rose, what did you see after you heard the shot?

Mrs. Rose : 1 saw a man running out of the house and then changing his
clothes once outside.

Rose's son : I thought the man first changed his clothes and ran out of the
house.

Mrs. Rose : I don’t remember it that way.

The true information was that a murderer changed his clothes inside the house.
Who said the correct story?
(a) Mrs. Rose.
(h) Mrs. Rose’s son.
¢) Both are right.
(@) Neither of them is right.
5 . Ken bought a new car and his friend, Charles, came to see it. Charles drove it
around for an hour near Ken's house.
Ken: What do you think of this new car?
Charles: Well, the color’s fine, but...
Ken: Thanks.
How can we interpret Ken's response?
(a) Ken appreciates Charles for driving Ken's car.
(b Ken is happy to have this fantastic car.
(¢) Ken feels happy, because Charles praises the color of the car.
(@ Ken does not want to hear any other criticism from Charles.
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. Two friends are working together in a construction site. After Bill finished his
job, he asked John, who is totally bald. ..
Bill : Can I give you a hand?
John: Do I need a haircut?
How can we best interpret John?
(@) John interprets that Bill is a good hairdresser.
(b) John thinks that he needs to have his hair cut.
(¢} John does not need any help.

(d) John is trying to change the subject; he does not talk with Bill.

Test (B): Write what the speaker in the boldface type is trying to say.
1. John is driving his car with Mike.
John: 1 am out of gas.
Mike: There is a gas station round the corner.
—Mike:
2 . A professor makes the following recommendation about Ken who wants to study
English in America next year;
Ken’s command of Japanese is excellent, and his class attendance has been
regular.
—professor:

3. Mary told a lie to Tim.
‘Tim: Mary is a nice friend.
~Tim:

4. At u tea ceremony:

A: Mr. Johnson shouldn't have come to the party today. Who invited him?
B: The weather has been wonderful today, hasn't it?
—B:

5. A: Smith doesn’t seem to have a girlfriend these days.
3: He has been visiting New York lately.
-+RB:
h . A: Kate sang ‘Endless Love.”

B: Yeah, she produced a series of sounds that corresponded closely wita the
score of ‘Endless Love.’
B
- A Where does Max live?

Y: Somewhere in the south of France.
B
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8 . Customer: When is the Oxford train?
Official: The train to Oxford?
Customer: Yes.

Official: 3:15.
—Customer:

. Mike destroyed the furniture completely when he came home from a party.
Mike’s wife said the next morning:

Mike’s wife; You were a little drunk last night.
—Mike's wife:

. Kathy: Can you answer the phone?
Bob: I'm in the bath.
—+Bob:
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